have never been used as valid names after 1900 and thus could qualify as nomina oblita (ICZN 1999: art. 23.9) , I preferred to study existing type material, and establish the identity thus. Both species appear to be junior synonyms of existing species, and thus there is no need to protect any name against these forgotten names.
Because the original descriptions give little evidence for the identity of the species, I also select lectotypes here in order to establish these identities and to avoid any future confusion (ICZN 1999: art. 74.7.3) .
Stigmella suberivora (Stainton, 1869)
Nepticula ilicella Walsingham, 1891: 152 In BMNH London three specimens in the Walsingham collection are labelled as Nepticula ilicella Cst. MS., one being a male Stigmella ilicifoliella, one a male of S. suberivora and one a female of one of these two species. I have selected the suberivora male as lectotype, to firmly establish the identity of N. ilicella, and to avoid the change of the name for the recently resurrected S. ilicifoliella (see Van Nieukerken & Johansson 2003) .
According to Klimesch (1975) , the material in the collection in Paris, labelled as N. ilicella Constant, clearly belongs to Ectoedemia haraldi. Apparently either Constant confused the larvae, or Walsingham had misunderstood Constant and took the wrong larvae under this name. In any case he had a mixed series, and that is another reason it is preferable to have this name as a junior synonym. (Mendes, 1918) [Nepticula ilicella Walsingham, 1891 The second male of the studied ilicella syntypes clearly belongs to this species, which indicates that S. ilicifoliella and S. suberivora cannot be distinguished easily in the larval stage, or at least that Walsingham did not see a difference. Van Nieukerken & Johansson (2003) gave Stigmella ilicifoliella as a new combination, overlooking that Gomez Bustillo (1981) had already made this combination in his Iberian checklist.
Stigmella ilicifoliella
Coptotriche angusticolella (Duponchel, 1843) Elachista angusticolella Duponchel, [1843] This synonymy is somewhat unexpected: we would think that Walsingham was very well able to separate nepticulid and tischeriid mines. However, the label data of the lectotype and those in the paper are identical. Walsingham wrote in his notebook under number 80336: 'aurifrontella, Rgt. (Tischeria) = suberoidella, Cst. MS (Nepticula)'; and: 'large but inconspicuous mine'. Maybe a leaflet of Rosa sempervirens (a common rose in the maquis habitat near Cannes) was mistaken for a leaf of Quercus ilex, or breeding material was inadvertently mixed. The specimen had been studied (and labelled as lectotype) several years ago by R. Puplesis and A. Dikus, who established the synonymy (Dikus & Puplesis 2003) , but did not publish the lectotype selection. There probably never has been more than one specimen, but since the number is unspecified in the original publication, the specimen cannot qualify as holotype.
